Reviews and Reviewers
Almost all practicing scientists see the peer review process from two perspectives: that of the reviewer and that of the reviewee. My own views on these two aspects of scienti® c publishing have evolved signi® cantly in the eighteen years that I have been writing scienti® c papers. My introduction to the review process from the author's point of view was memorable and unpleasant. My research advisor received the reviews for a paper that I had written and passed them directly to me with instructions to prepare responses to the reviewers' criticism s. The longer of the two reviews was biting and sarcastic. I responded in kind and returned the responses to my advisor, thinking that he would ® lter them before returning them to the editor. He mailed them verbatim. Fortunately for me, either the editor credited my responses to my advisor, who had enough clout to get away with the indignation, or he was indulgent enough to ignore the brash remarks of a graduate student. The paper was published.
With that introduction it took som e time for me to realize that careful attention to reviews always improved my manuscripts, and that the relationship between reviewer and author was m ore often cooperative than combative. I learned that if a reviewer didn' t understand or appreciate something in a paper, the fault was usually with the writer, not the reader. I have yet to produce the perfect m anuscript, and good reviewers usually spot and point out the most serious imperfections. In most cases I look for ward to receiving the reviews of a m anuscript. The exceptions arise when I know that a paper has been prepared with too m uch haste and too little care.
My perspectives as a reviewer have changed as well. When I was an assistant professor, the arrival of a m anuscript for review was a positive event. I was honored that someone wanted m y expert opinion. Reviewing gave me an early look at what was happening in my area of specialty. It even m eant a chance to earn some brownie points with the dean, who wanted to know in each annual report how many papers I had reviewed that year. I read the manuscripts carefully and returned them promptly. What I lacked in expertise I made up in enthusiasm. This kind of response created a positive feedback, and the manuscripts appeared with increasing frequency.
At some point, probably after my successful tenure review, a falling enthusiasm curve crossed a rising commitment curve, and I developed into a typical midcareer scientist. I am m ore likely to groan now rather than sm ile when I see one of those fat brown envelopes in my mailbox. More work, I think. How will I ever ® t this one in? Despite my best intentions, it is often only after the ® rst rem inder from an impatient editor that I return a review, and the quality of those reviews is not always what it used to be.
My appointment as editor has added a third perspective on the reviewing process. My function as a conduit and arbiter between reviewer and author has cast in sharp relief the con¯ict between my performance as a reviewer and m y expectations as an author. I have had to reexamine my reviewing habits, and that reexamination has inevitably led to a resolve to do a better job. How else can I nag those late reviewers with a straight face?
This narrative all leads to the point of this editorial, which is to encourage all reviewers to sit in the editor' s chair for a few minutes and carefully examine their own performance. Applied Spectroscopy is fortunate to have the support of a strong scienti® c society, good relations with a printer, and a dedicated and competent support staff. We do not, like m any commercial journals, have to respond to the demands of cash-hungry stock holders or deal with the inertia of a huge corporate bureaucracy. From this fortunate position we can concentrate on disseminating good science quickly and ef® ciently. To do that, however, we need the continued support of good reviewers. The next time one of those big brown envelopes shows up in your m ail box, take a few m inutes to think of what is being asked of you, not only from the perspective of an over worked professional who just got one m ore task to do, but also from the perspectives of the authors and editor who are depending on your expertise to see that the best interests of science are ser ved. The authors and I will thank you.
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